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HKMARKS 

The Examiner's Office Action of April \9, 2004 has been received and caf .-fully 
reviewed. By this amendment. Applicant amends the specification to include the , ddress of 
the Gemian Collection of Microorganisms and Cell Culmres. the depository with ■ .hich the 
„. biologicalmalerialidentifiedunder«xessionnumbersDSMACC23S5.DSMA<:c2356, 

DSM ACC 2360 and DSM ACC 2362 were made. Claims 54-&1 are ponding in t le 

5 



appUcation. A Notice of Appeal was filed on September 20, 2004, 



§ L Rejection of Clrims 54-91 Under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph 

> TheExaminerhas maintained the rejection of claims 1-4 and 13-14, asn.w applied to 

^ „^cla3xnsS4-91,under35U.S.G.n2.fiTstparagraph,onthebasisthatthecl«nscontam 

^ ^jectn»tterwMchisnotde,cribedinthespecificationins„chawaytoenabl.oneslalled 

O i„ft,3«towhichitpertains.orwithwhiehismostcle,rlyoonnected.tomake,ad/oruse,he 
O ForthefoUowing«asons,AppUcan,beUevesthatbecause.hereiss«,;Bcient 

5 g„idanceinthespecificationtoenableoncofordinaryskiutomakeanduseth..nvenuon. 

and that this rejection should, therefore, be withdrawn. 

Independent claim 54 is directed to a n>ethod fcr detecting m infection . f an acd- 

resistant microorganism, comprising: 

(a)incubatingastoolsa«pleofthemammalwithatleasttwodifrerent,.onodoma 

antibodies, ftagments. or derivatives thereof under conditions allowing format., n of 
complex between antigens ftom the acid-resistant microorganism and the an. bod.es. 

fragments or derivatives thereof in which ...... 

(aa)afi.st monoclonal antibody or fragment or derivative thereof specacallybmds 

^epitope ofafirst antigen, which shows at least with some mammalsastruc^^after 

intestinal passage that corresponds toanative structure, orastructurewhichanamr^ 

p„>ducesantibodiesagainstafterbeinginfectedorim»unizedwi&theacid-««steat ^ 

microoreamsm,anexfrac. or lysate thereof, protein therefrom.afragmem the. «^ 

^'^*'***(ab) - -^'^^ monoclonal antibody or fragment or derivative thereof n «cifically 
binds an epitope ofasecond antigen, differing from the epitope of the first ar.igen,wtach 
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shows at least with some manimaJs a structure after mtestinal passage that conesi|nds to the 
native structure, or a structure which a manmial produce antibodies against after b^ing 
infected or inrniunized with the acid-resistant microorganism., an extract or lysate*hercofi a 
protein therefiom, afragment thereof or a synthetic peptide, in M^hich the groups if mammals 
according to (aa) and (ab) may overlap, and in total make up the overall number c|c mfected 
tnammals; and 

(b) detecting the formation of at least one antigen-antibody compl« according to (aa) 

or (ab). ! 
Claims 55-76 depend on independent claim 1. either direcdy or indirectlys 
Independent claim 77 is directed to a method for detecting an infection with 

/fe/ifcflcfor^ry/ori in the stool of a mammal comprising: 

(a) incubating a atool sample with at least two different monoclonal »itibodies, 

fragmeius or derivatives thereof under conditions allowing antigen-antibody oorilple;i 

fonnation, in whidi . 

(aa) aflratmonoclonalantibody.fragmentorderlvativethereofspecitcally 

binds fi-iii«ase or a fragment thereof; 

(ab) a second monoclonal antibody, ftagment or derivative thereof spKdfically 

binds the 26kDa-antigen or a fragment thereof or specifically binds Hsp60 or a hagment 

thereof, and 

(b) detecting the formation thereof of at least one antigen-antibody coml^ex as set 

outin(aa)or(ab). 

Claims 78-91 depend from claim 77, cither direcUy or indirectly. 

The Examiner argues, with respect to the limitation "specifically binds ff, an 
epitope of a &st antigen" and '^pecificaUy binds an epitope of a second antigW." that, 
without guidance as to what the structure of the immunogen looks like, one of «.rdmary 
skill in tiie art would be hard pressed to determine which antibodies ar« capabl^^ of 
specificallybindinganundisdosedstmcture. n.e Examiner further argues th^ .he clanns 

recite "derivatives" which aUow for multiple amino acid substitutions, msertiws and 
deletions witWn the epitope ofundefined structure. Ite Examiner concludes,4herefore. 

that "in view of ti»e lack of guidance, lack of examples, and lack of predictabi^ty 
associated with regarding to ptoductag and usingamyriad of derivatives enc*„passedm 
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the scope of the claims one of skill in the art would be forced into undoe experimt. ttation 
in Older to practice the broadly claimed invention." 

Applicant reiterates that the claimed invention provides a method for reliat ly 
detecting an infection of an acid-resistant microorganism, particularly. HelicobaU-. pylori, 
in the stool by using at least two monoclonal or fragemcnts or derivatives thereof The 
monoclonal antibodies or fragments or derivatives used to bind to two different ef itopes 
greatly improves the reliability of the test. Antibodies and fhigments or derivativo : thereof 
which are useful for the method of the present invention can be obtained by a ne>« 
appfoacto which has not been used in the past 

In the past, a lysate of microorganisms was used to prepare polyclonal ant bodies 
and the antisemm was used because it was not deemed possible to use monoclon. I 
antibodies to get sufficient efficiency and specificity. TTie inventors of lie claim, d 
invention, however, have found that by using at least two monoclonal antibodies «rhich 
bind to different epitopes on different antigens on the one hand, and by using th<> « 
antibodies which bind to epitopes that have survived the intestine on the other h. id. it is 
possible to provide a sensitive and reUable test method, as presently claimed. To e 
important information which is given by the present application, therefore, is th. finding 
tot using two different monoclonal antibodies results in a reliable test as soon « those 
antibodies can bind to epitopes surviving the intestine. The examples set forth ii the 
^ttendescription.especiallyExampleslto4.adequatelyteachoneofordina.: sldllhow 

to nuse the monoclonal antibodies which can selectively bind to epitopes prese-i , m stool 
sample, and whidl survive the intestine. 

Further, AppUcant notes that independent claim 54 does not simply lecil ? an "epitope 
of a first antigen" and an "epitope of a second antigen." but requires that the re: .ted epitopes 
show "a structure after Intestinal passage that corresponds to a nattve st«cture,; ,r a structure 
which a mammal produces antibodies against after being infected or immunize. ■ wrth the 
acid-resistant microorganism, an extract or lysate thereof, protein therefiom, a ) ragmeni 
thereof or synthetic pqrtide." As defined in the specification. 

rme term "shows [-l a structure after the intestinal passago that 
KpS to ST^ive Uctur^ means that the ^fP-f - ^ 
receded afta the intestinal passage by a monoclonal anybody, to ative 
or&nent thereof or the aptamer. which has been "Gained ag^ st or 
whi^^bound to the same antigen/epitope that has not passed the mti .tmal 

W3244*7.l 
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passage, In other words, the epitipe/antigen tbat is specifically bound l y 
said iitibody or ftagment or derivative thereof has passed Oic mtesM-a 
passage intact or ahnost intact as regards iU staichm, and has not b« n 
deeraded. A source for tiie native structure of the epitope/antigen may, >r 
.ns^ce. be a bacterial extract that was disrupted with a ^«^^PJ^ « 
toSri>urified according to standards (cf. Sambrook et al. "Molecd^ 
Laboratory Manual". 2^ edition 1989, CHS Press. Cold Spmg 
HaAoTuSA), or a lysate whidi has been flirther punfied according to I le 
standanl methods (e.g., Sambrook et al, ibid). 

mhe teim "show [...] a structure after the intestinal passage 1i*at 
Liresponds to [...] the structure which I"^^*'''^ 
against after being infected or immumMd '^t*' ""t!^""' 
microorganism or an «ctract or lysate thereof or a P~ " * 

fiagmeS thereof or a synethetic peptide" means accoidmg to the on 

thJ^ftie epitope recognized by the ^'^''^^'^f^ 
derivative or aptamer corresponds to an epitope that « presented l^ f^^^ 

immune syst J of a mammal, preferably a hum^. ^« "r^"^ °f 
antiaen presentation as well as the mechanisms leading to the processini of 
^til^s'Sie variety of antibodies resulting thereftomhas been kno,^ 
Ae ?rior art and has been described, for instancy 

Iminunologie. 2"" edition 1997. Spektium Akademischer Veriag Gn.,H, 
Hridelbag. These epitopes may ^ffer fiom native epitopes. 

See. Specification, page 8, pgh. 2 - page 9. pgh. 1 • 

In a prefcned embodiment, the add-r^istant microorganism is a baeterii m, 
especially /feflcoi^crerp^Zori, Helicobacter hcpaticus <,t Mycobacterlun, r«fc.« ulo^es or 
Can,pylobccter pylori; „«i it is preferred that the two epitopes are epitopes of a oreaseand 
aheatshockpiotein. preferably Hsp60. of an alkylhydroperoxide-reductase, pr,rerably of 
the 25kDa protein, the 20kDa-piotein (3-dehydro.quinase. type II), of the 16.9 1 D A-protein 
(neutrophil-activaring protein) or of the 38 kDa-protein (ftu«o«^isphosphate , dolase). 
See, Specification page 2, pgh 1. 

Moreover, with respect to independent claim 77. Applicant notes that d lim 77 does 
note recite the daim language "an epitope of a first antigen" or "an epitope of . second 
antigen." Rather, claim 77 recites "B-ureaseoraftagment thereof as the epit^oe to which 

the first monoclonal antibody of the claim method specifically binds, and "the : '.eKDa- 
antigen or a Segment thereor or "H3p60 or a fragment thereof," as the epitop, to which 
the recited monoclonal antibody specifically binds. 

Thus, contrary to the Examiner's contention, undue experimentation ii. not 



- PAGE15l32'RCVDAT11i2/20ll44;21:26PM[EasteniStandardTline]'Sm:USPTO{FXI»:-1l3 



-NOV. 2. 2004" 5:30Plvr 866 75 1 0075" NO. 1320 P. 16 



Docket No. 0:2034-1000 
Serial No. )9/842,776 
Page 13 

necessary to practice the method of claim 54-91. Those of skUl in the art Bre clearl r capable 
of determining if a particular epitope shows a structure after intestinal passage thai 
corresponds to anative stmcture through tests know to those of ordinary skill, inci iding 
those described. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that the ExaImne^^; flection 
of these claims 54-91 under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, should with reconsid<; ed and 
withdrawn. 

Further, regarding the term "monoclonal antihodies or ftagments or deri\^ .lives 
thereof," /^licant submits ttiat the written description is also folly enabUng for.t lis term, 
as it wfll be apparent to one of one of onJinary skill the finding fragments and d.: ivatives 
can be found by simply screening for those ftagments and derivatives which bin.1 to those 
epitopes which the complete antibodies bind. As defined in the specification. 

rxihe terms "fragments" or derivatives" of monoclonal antibodies ha-. 3 
the same binding specificity as monoclonal antibodies, Such fragments < r 
derivatives may be produced according to common techmques, e;- 
IXw ^dTIe An^odies, A Laboratory Manual." CSH Pre^s Ccd 
Spring Harbor. USA, 1988. Examples of fragments are Fab-, F(ab H ■ <r 
|Xgme«ts. Examples of derivatives ate ^Fv-fiagments Denvam * 
may also be substances which have been produced chemicdly and h 
have the same or improved binding properties as flie anUbodies. Svi H 
substances may be produced for instance by peptidomimetics or van<. is 
rounds of phage display and subsequent selection as to improved bmd i ,g 
properties. 

See, Specification, page 7, pgh 3. 

hidependent claims 54 and 77 require that only those monoclonal antibi dies or 
fragments or derivatives thereof are used which can bind specifically to an epit: pe of an 
antigen which has survived the intestine. Accordingly, since the clahned langui ge 
"epitope of a first antigen" and "epitope of a second antigen" is enabled for th« -easons 
discussed above, the term "monoclonal antibody or fragments or derivative th« i sof ' is 
Ukewise enabled. No single amino acid. dAris or parts of an antibody which «. nnot bind 
with epitopes in a stool sample are claimed because they wiU not bind specifics lly. Thus, 
it can be found by only few routine tests if an antibody, a fragment or derivati" ; thereof is 
able to bind and. thus, can be used in the present invention. Summarizing, the lescription 
of the present application gives enough guidance to the skilled artisan to find i\ rther 
antibodies, fragments and derivatives which are usefid for the present method 
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With respect to the Examiner's statement that that "derivatives" which aJlc. v for 
multiple amino acid substitution, insertions and deletions with this epitope of und. fined 
structure," Applicant beUeves there is a misunderstanding. It seems that the Exarc iner has 
mistakingly started ftom the assumption that one has to know the structure of tho epitope to 
find the correct antibody. AppUcant respectfully notes, however, that this was th: approach 
which was used in the prior art and it was the surprising idea of the present invent .rs not only 
to search for the epitopes but to look for specific binding. Contrary to the Exami. er's 
understanding, the epitopes which shaU be detennined are present in the stool sa.> ,ple and are 
notprocessedtoderivativesorfragments. The derivatives or fragmente are deriv ,d from 
antibodies and the skilled artisan is well aware of methods how to prepare derivsv ives and 
ftagmenu of antibodies and to find those fragments and derivatives which speci:' cally bind 
an epitope. Moreover, the term "derivative' has a clear meaning in the art of anc bodies and 
one or ordinary skill in the art will immediately know who to find a derivative ol an antibody 
and at the same time has guidance in lie application on how to find aoseful der-. -ative. 

Claims 64, 67, 73, 80. 83 and 87 have further been rejected under 35 V.ti C. 1 12, first 
paragraph,onthebasi3thatthespecificationfailstoprovideanc«ablingdisclo«..ewithoul 

complete evidence that the claimed biological materials are known and readily mailable to 
the public. In particular, it is stated that the specification lacks complete deposil Information 
for the deposit of DSM ACC 2355, DSM ACC 2356. DSM ACC 2362. and DSl 4 ACC 2362, 
Applicant assumes that the dupUcate reference to DSM ACC 2362 is a typogra;: aical error, 
and that the Examiner intended to state DSM ACC2360. the fourth accession n. mber 
referenced on page 1 5 of the specification, As evidence that the requisite depo! its were 
made, AppUcant submits herewith a copy of the deposit receipts relative to eaci these 
accessionnumbers. TT^ese deposit receipts were earlier filed with AppUcant's I relimmaiy 
Amendment dated January 1. 2003. To comply with the requirements of 37 C.: '.R. 1.809. the 
specification is herein amended to identify the address of the deposits with whi * the 
biological deposits were made. All restrictions upon public access to the depo, it to the 
deposit will be irtevocably removed upon the grant of a patent on this appUcali m and the 
deposit will be replaced if viable samples cannot be dispensed by the deposito. 

In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that new indepen<l snt claims 
54 and 77 satisfy the requirements of 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph. Accordii gly, it is 
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respectfully requested that the Examiner's rejection to the subject matter of theas claims 
be reconsidered and withdrawn. Inasmuch as the foregoing arguments apply to aims 55^ 
76 and 79-91 by virtue of their dependency on independent claims 54 and 77. rei jectively, 
it is respectfully submitted that the Examiner's rejection to the subject matter oft tiese 
claims also be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that the Examiner's rejection uii ler 35 
U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph is improper. Reconsideration and withdrawal of ll lis 
rejection is respectfully requested. 

n. Rejection of Oaims 54-91 under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragra| * 
The rejection of claims 1-4 and 13-14 under 35 U.S.C. 1 12. first paragrafl *h has been 
maintained, as appUedto newly added claims 54-91. In particular, these claims oe rejected 
on the basis of being directed to methods for detecting an infection of an acid-na listant 
microorganism in the stool wherein the monoclonal antibody specifically binds in ''epitope of 
the first antigen," and specifically binds "an epitope of a second antigen.'* The 1 vxaminer, 
referencing the claim language which recites ^'an epitope of an antigen." conter- Is that trying 
to deteimine which epitope of the undefined structure is referred to would requt :e excessive 
experimentation. In support of this contention, the Examiner cites the teachingi of U.S. 
Patent No. 4,879,212 to Fox, which sets forth that "short linear polypeptides oil in ^ear not 
to have the abiUty to mimic the required secondary and tertiary conformational itructurcs to 
constitute appropriate immunogenic and antigenic determinants. According to he Examiner, 
this is directly analogous to AppUcant*s claim to an "epitope" of an antigen. Ac plicant 
respectfully disagrees. 

As discussed above, applicant notes that independent claim 54 does no ; simply recite 
an "epitope of a first antigen" and an "epitope of a second antigen," but requirs i that the 
recited epitopes show "a stnicnire after intestinal passage that corresponds to z. lative 
structure, or a structure which a mammal produces antibodies against afker beic g infected or 
immunized with the acid-resistant microorganism, an extract or lysate tiiereot wotein 
thereftom, a fragment thereof or synthetic peptide." As defined in the specifio (tion, 
[T]he tenn "shows [...] a structure after the intestinal passagi that 
corresponds to the native structure" means that the epitope of an antii -.en is 
recognized after the intestinal passage by a monoclonal antibody » der ' ative 
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or fragment thereof or the E^>taIner, which has been obtained again : or 
which is bound to the same antigen/epitope thai has not passed the intei inal 
passage. In other words, the epitipe/antigen that is specifically boui by 
said antibody or fragment or derivative thereof has passed the inte inal 
passage intact or almost intact as regards its structure and has not 
degraded. A source for the native strucmre of the epitope/antigen ma; 
instance, be a bacterial extract that was disrupted with a French pres 
further purified according to standards (cf. Sambrook et al. ''Molfi ular 
Cloning. A Laboratory Manual", 2°^ edition 1989, CHS Press, Cold Sjing 
Harbor, USA), or a lysate which has been further purified according 
standard methods (e-g.f Sambrook et al, ibid). 



•een 
for 
and 



the 



rr]he tenn "show [..•] a structure after the intestinal passage that 

corresponds to [..-] the structure which a mammal produces antib dies 

against after being infected or immunized with the add-res itant 

microorganism or an extract or lysate thereof or a protein therefroff or a 

fragment thereof or a synethetic peptide" means according to the inv( tion 

that the epitope recognized by the monoclonal antibody, frag lent, 

derivative or aptamer connesponds to an epitope that is presented t the 

immune system of a mammal, preferably a human. The mechanis: s of 

antigen presentation as well as the mechanisms leading to the process: g of 

antigens and the variety of antibodies resulting therefrom has been kno ti to 

the prior art and has been described, for instance, in Janeway and Tr /ers, 

Immunologie, 2^ edition 1997, Spektram Akademischer Verlag G ibH, 
Hwdelbcrg. These epitopes may diflter from native epitopes. 

See, Specificatioii, page 8, pgh. 2 - page 9, pgh. 1 . 

In a picferred embodiment, the acid-resistant microorganism is a ba 
especially Helicobacter pylori, Helicobacter hepaticus or Mycobacterium 
tuberculoses or Campylobacter pylori; and it is preferred that the two epitop 
epitopes of a urease and a heat shock protein, preferably Hsp60, of an 
alkylhydropcroxide-reductase, preferably of the 25kDa protein, the 20kDa-prdfein 
(3-dehydro-quinase, type II), of the 16.9 kDA-protein (neutrophil-activating i 
protein) or of the 38kDa-protein (fractose-bisphosphate adolase). See Specific ^tion 
page 2, pgh. 1. 

With respect to independent claim 77, Applicant notes that claim 77 d( ts 
note recite the claim language "an epitope of a first antigen" or "an epitope of 
second antigen/' Rather, claim 77 recites "B-urease or a fragment thereof as le 
epitope to which the first monoclonal antibody of the claim method specifical 
binds, and **the 26kDa-antigen or a fragment thereof* or "Hsp60 or a fragme 
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thereof," as the epitope to which the recited monoclonal antibody specifically bil 

Thus, contrary to the Examiner's contention, undue experimentation is i 
necessary to practice the method of claim 54-91. Those of skill in the art are clcjfly capable 
of determining if a particular epitope shows a structure after intestinal passage t 
corresponds to a native structure through tests know to those of ordinary skill, iiMluding 
those described. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that the Examineig rejection 
of these claims under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, should with reconsidered J 
withdrawn. 

III. Rjejecdon of Claims 54-91 under 35 U^.C. 112, second paragra] i 

The Examiner's rejection of claims 1-4 and 13-14 under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, pcond 
paragr^h, has been maintained as applied to newly submitted claims 54-91, as fcing vague 
and indefinite in the recitation of "derivative." Citing Doriands Medical Dictioi !Q^27* 
Edition, 1 988, the Examiner contends that a "derivative" is a substance derived horn another 
substance "either directly or by naodification,** and thus argues that the degree tl b substance 
can be modified and still remain under the scope of a derivative simply carmot 1p determined 
by one of skill in the art. Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

Applicant submits daat the "derivative** recited in independent claims 54 
those that specifically bind an epitope . . . which shows at least with some r 
structure after intestinal passage that corresponds to the nature structure, or a £ 
a mammal produces emlibodies against after being infected or immunized with fte acid- 
resistant microorganism, an extract or lysate thereof, a protein therefrom, a fradjient thereof 
or a synthetic peptide, etc, as recited in independent claims 54 and 77. Given ttt foregoing 
arguments regarding Applicant's enabling disclosure in support of the term "epjk>pe," it is 
respectfully submitted that with respect to the term "derivative," applicant has «rticularly 
pointed out and distinctly claimed the invention of claims 54-91 in accordance with 35 
U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits thii the 
Examiner's rejection of claims 54-9 1 should be reconsidered and withdrawn. | \ 
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IV. Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) 
The Examiner rejection of claims 1-4 under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(b) as being ihticipated 
by newly submitted claims 54-57 ^ 74 and 76 has been maintained^ on the basis iJiat the 
Applicant's claim of priority to PCT/EP/99/08212 filed October 29, 1999, EP 91 120687.3 
filed November 6, 1998 and EP 98 120517.2 filed October 29. 1998 has not be€< t properly 
set forth by way of either a statement in the specification or an Application Dat)« Sheet. 
Pursuant to MPEP § 201 1. 1 1, Applicant submits herewith an Application Data 5 beet 
which identifies the claimed priorities. As noted in MPEP § 201 1.11, "if an apiaiicant 
includes a benefit claim in the application but not in the manner specified by 37 C.F.R, 
1 .78(a) (e.g. if the claim is included in an oath or declaration or the application I -ansmittal 
letter) within the time period specified in 37 C.F.R. 1.78(a)" (i.c. during the pern iency of 
the plication, and within the later of four months from the actual filing date of the 
application or sixteen months fi:om the filing date of the prior application), "the ' Office 
will not require a petition under 37 C.F.R. 1 . 17(t) to correct the claim if the infci mation 
concerning the claim was iecogni2ed by the Office as shown by its inclusion on the filing 
receipt. As shown in the enclosed Fee Transmittal Form, which was filed with ( he 
application on April 21 , 200 1 , Applicant has clearly identified this application a va 
continuation of PCX Ser. NO. EP99/08212 filed October 29, 1999 which claim! benefit of 
EP Ser. No. 98 120517.2 filed October 29, 1998 and EP Ser. No. 98 120687.3 filed 
November 6, 1 998. The priority data is likewise set forth on the filing receipt ij sued on 
September 6, 2001, and in Applicant's Preliminary Amendment filed on Januai-; - 7, 2001 . 
As, therefore, the priority claim is valid, Larka cannot be an anticipating refereii ce. 
Nevertheless, Applicant takes this opportunity to note thai, as has been outline i i the 
specification and in Applicant's prior responses, Larka unambiguously states tli it 
monoclonal antibodies are not usefiil for a method as claimed in the present ap]j Ucation 
and therefore clearly teaches away from the present inveation- 

For these reasons, it is rcspectfijlly submitted that the rejection of claimj 54-57, 74 
and 76 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) should be reconsidered and withdrawn. 
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IV. Conchisioa 



Having responded to all rejections and objections set forth in the outstanding 
Office Action, it is submitted that claims 54-91 are now in condition for allowano;^. An 
early and favorable Notice of Allowance is respectfully solicited. In the event th»t the 
Examiner is of the opinion that a brief telephone or personal interview will faciliifl tte 
allowance of one or more of the above claims, the Examiner is courteously requei ted to 
contact Applicant's undersigned representative. 



Respectfully submitted, 




lefiip^^Lindeman ~ 
Registration No. 34,658 



NDCON PEABODY LLP 
Suite 900, 401 9* Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20004-2128 
(202) 585-8000 



Enclosures: Application Data Sheet 



Official Filing Receipt 
Fee Transmittal Form dated 4/21/2001 
Budapest Treaty Deposit Receipt (4) 



Date; November 2, 2004 



W324497.] 
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